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In the joint environnent of the twenty-first century, one el ement
that transcends the individual service distinctions is the elenment of
operational |eadership. Wth | eadershi p understood as being “that
qual ity which can nake ot her nen do what they do not want to do and |ike
it,”! operational |eadership is that skill that uses operational art to
transformthe national or strategic objectives into mlitary
objectives.? It is the ability of a military commander to use the
resources at his disposal to achieve the approved national or strategic
obj ectives. Pertaining to all levels in the mlitary organi zation that
apply operational art: Joint Task Forces, Navy Battle G oups, or Arny
Cor ps, operational |eadership is not confined solely to the real mof the
Flag or General Officer; however, it is at that level in the mlitary
chain of command where it is nost often displayed.? As with any
skill, there are those individuals who have a natural ability to do well
at a given task; there are others who would performthat sane task
poorly. Although one can learn a great deal from studying both officers
characterized as gifted operational |eaders and officers that have
achi eved | ess than spectacul ar results, for the purpose of this paper,
the former will be studied.

In applying the operational arts, gifted operational |eaders appear
to hold four traits in conmon with each other: vision, boldness,

deci si veness, and “jointness.” Each of these has contributed directly

! Harry S. Truman, quoted in Karel Montor, ed., Naval L eadership: Voices of Experience, (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1987), 1.

2Milan N. Vego, Operational Warfare, (NWC Publication 1004) 2000, p. 561.

% Vego, Operational Warfare, p. 561.




to the | eader’s success in his mlitary operations. Wether it was
devel oping a plan to stormthe beaches in Normandy in World War 1|1,
expel the lIraqgis from Kuwait during Desert Storm or |and troops at
| nchon during the Korean War, the operational arts were used to their
ut nost degree by the mlitary commanders. Through their experiences in
wartime environments, they had the ability to finely hone their
| eadership skills, carefully safeguarding those tactics that worked and
di scarding those that fell short of their objectives. Experience was
the essential factor used by the operational |eaders to finely hone
those skills needed to lead their subordinates to victory. These
| eaders ultimately achieved the desired national or strategic objectives
using their mlitary prowess.

The primary skill of a successful operational |eader is vision.
Vi sion can be defined as the “formulation of an end-state that acts as
t he beacon to guide ...through the uncertainty of change.” * It is the
ability of the operational |eader to convey his thoughts and ideas on
how his mlitary subordi nates can achieve the desired objective while
convincing themthat the objective is attainable. They | ook
realistically at what the future can hold and consi der things they know
(from experience) and things they can anticipate. The vision provides
t he sense of purpose, direction, and notivation.®> The |eader
subsequently achi eves “buy in” by his subordi nates who eventual ly
transformthe |l eader’s vision in to their own.

Anot her trait found in common anong great operational |eaders is

bol dness. Bol dness can be defined as the ability to dare to go beyond

* Christopher D. Kolenda, ed., Leadership: The Warrior’ s Art, (Carlisie: Army War College Foundation Press, 2001), 347.

® Army Leadership, Be, Know, Do, (FM 22-100) August, 1999, 7-8.




what is expected while taking chances. However inportant this trait nay
seemto be, it is found |less often in the senior ranks.® | n peacetineg,
this may be so because being a risk-taker can be a career ender if the
risk is too great or if it results in an undesirable outcone. In war
time, it may be | ess preval ent because the nore senior the officer
becones, the nore likely it is for the tenpering influences of
rationality, logic and insight to overcone the desire to “be bold.”
This makes bol dness a virtual rarity the nore senior the | eader becones
and makes it even nore adm rable when found anpng the senior ranks.’ “We
consider this quality (boldness) the first prerequisite of the great
mlitary |eader.” 8

The third key trait is decisiveness. The ability to nmake a
decision, stick with it and continue in the face of adversity is a
hal | mark of a successful operational |eader. Constantly bonmbarded by
differing accounts fromthe battlefield, exhaustion, and a sense of
def eat anong the troops when a battle is not progressing as hoped, the
operational |eader nust be able to draw upon an inner strength to see
hi msel f though the difficult situations while not second guessing
himself. It is essential that he persevere. “Perseverance is the chosen
course in the essential counterweight, provided that no conpelling
reasons intervene to the contrary.” °

Hol di ng vi si on, bol dness, and deci siveness together is the ability

to apply the philosophy of “jointness.” This is the ability to bring

® Carl von Clausewitz, On War, edited and translated by Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976),
191

" Ibid., 192
8 Ibid., 192

°Ibid., 193



t oget her the nenber strengths of each of the arned services in serving a
common purpose to achieve the desired mlitary objective. Jointness
brings the Arny, Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps strengths (personnel,
equi pnment, doctrine) together to serve a common purpose while | eaving
behi nd their individual organizational biases and prejudices.

This paper will show how General Douglas MacArthur denonstrated his
keen operational |eadership in fornmulating the plans for OPERATI ON
CHROM TE, the anphibious |anding at Inchon during the Korean War. By
conveying his vision, boldness, perseverance, and jointness, the
operation was hailed as a brilliant stroke of operational genius. The
mlitary | eadership of the twenty-first century can take these | essons
and apply themto their joint environnent. The world geography wll
remain the sane; only the technol ogy, politics, and | eadership wll
change.

“He was a thundering paradox of a man, noble and ignoble, inspiring
and outrageous, arrogant and shy, the best of nen and the worst of nen,

10 A veteran of

t he nost protean, nost ridicul ous, and nost sublinme.”
World Wars | and Il and having worn his stars since 1918, Ceneral
MacArt hur was accustoned to being foll owed and obeyed, and, nost of all,
he was accustoned to being “right.” Wth only a brief period of
retirenment (1937-1941), his entire |life was dedicated to the U S. Arny
with the majority of his flag duty being spent in East Asia. Beginning
during his days as head of the American nmilitary m ssion to the

fl edgling Philippine commpnweal th, he was always trusted to take the

lead of mlitary affairs.

9 William Manchester, American Caesar (Boston: Little, Brown and Company 1978), 3.



He spent his entire assignnment during World War 11 in the Pacific.
It began in the Philippines where he commanded the defense of the

Phili ppines until ordered to evacuate by President Roosevelt. This was
foll owed by his assunption of command of Allied Forces in the Southwest
Paci fic through his canpaigns in New Gui nea and the |iberation of the
Phi | i ppi nes. After being a part of the Japanese surrender cerenony
aboard the USS M SSOURI in September 1945, he was naned the commander of
Al lied Powers in Japan and directed the Allied occupation of Japan. As
directed by President Truman, MacArthur’s authority in Japan was
suprenme. He had control of nearly one hundred mllion people from Japan
to the Marianas where he had to be “an econom st, a political scientist,
an engi neer, a manufacturing executive, a teacher, even a theol ogi an of
sorts.” !

He did not see hinself as being responsible for Korea and had
witten it off before World War Il ended. ** However, this was to
change in 1950 when, at the beginning of the Korean War, he was
appoi nted as the conmander of United Nations forces in South Korea,
while retaining his commnd of Allied forces in Japan. He was facing a
different eneny in a different world situation. A Flag O ficer for the
past 32 years, already past seventy and having spent the |ast fourteen
years in the Far East, MacArthur’s experience, sense of duty, and truly
expert operational |eadership would be pivotal in designing an operation
to counter the North Korean advance.

Under st andi ng that the Republic of Korea forces could not hold
their owm in battle with the North Koreans, MacArthur insisted upon and

eventually received additional United States ground forces to join the

" hid., 470.

'2 Robert Smith, MacArthur in Korea: The Naked Emperor. (New York: Simon and Schuster 1982), 19.




battle. Following a three nonth sea, air, and ground battle, MacArthur
proposed a bold initiative to |land at Inchon although he stated it only
had a 5,000:1 chance of success. *® It is the application of
operational |eadership used during the formulation of the OPERATI ON
CHROM TE preparations that this paper will address.

A seasoned veteran of nunerous anphi bi ous operations in the
littorals of the Pacific in World War 11, MacArthur began to fornulate a
bol d counterstroke to the North Korean advance. Although suppl enented
by South Korean defenders, his primary concern was the limted nunmber of
U.S. troops (Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines) available to himfor
hi s counteroffensive. Since he was stationed in Japan at the onset of
the war, he decided that the only way to get the true perspective of the
battle was to go to Korea to see for hinself. Wth the city of Seou
under attack, MacArthur faced a forlorn hope of victory. “Once again |
was being thrown into the breach agai nst al nost insuperable odds. Once

¥ 1t was his

again it was Bataan — and Corregi dor — and New Gui nea.”
know edge of facing a hopel ess situation, and the vast experience he had
in the Pacific that pronpted himto fornmulate the plan for the Inchon
landing. |If he were given U S. ground troops, he felt that he could
surround and sever the North Korean’s |ong, tenuous supply lines. By
cutting these critical lines, he believed that victory was possible
despite the overwhel mng three to one North Korean advantage. It was
during this realization that MacArthur conceived of the Inchon plan

setting the stage for the brilliant anphibious operation.

2 bid,, 71.

¥ Douglas MacArthur, Reminiscences, (McGraw-Hill: New Y ork, 1964), 332.

®® |bid,, 334.



At the end of World War |1, the United States armed forces were
conprised of alnmost 12 mllion men and wonen who manned 95 infantry,
arnor, airborne and Marine divisions; 92,000 aircraft; 1,307 warships;
and 82,000 landing craft. ' At the outbreak of the Korean War, there
were only 238 naval conbatants, including 6 fleet carriers; 6 battalions
and 12 aircraft squadrons for the Marines; 14 reduced-strength Arny
di vi sions and 48 air groups.® This dramatic reduction in forces,
conpounded by the "Europe first" priority, had a direct inpact on
available forces to be used in the Korean theater.

Lack of avail abl e manpower was only one of the challenges to be
overcone. However, history did provide hope that the |anding site could
be “taned.” Despite the inhospitable conditions, there were two other
occasions in history, when the Korean port of Inchon (fornerly called
Chemul po) was the site of an eneny attack: the Sino-Japanese War (1894-
1895) and in the Russo-Japanese War (1904-1905).' On both occasions,
the Japanese were the attackers. It is the latter that is the nore
interesting of the two because of its inplications of a possible genesis
of OPERATI ON CHROM TE in MacArthur’'s subconscious. On February 7, 1904,
a Japanese fleet consisting of the cruisers and destroyers: ASANA,

NANI WA, TAKACHI HO, CHI YODA, and ei ght torpedo boats destroyed the three
ship Russian detachment at Inchon. It is possible that MacArthur, a
student of history and an observer acconpanying his father in Japan
after the conclusion of the Russo-Japanese war, may have stored away

this information to be used at a later tine.

1® Curtis A. Utz, Assault from the Sea. The Amphibious Landing at Inchon. 6.

Y Ibid,, 7.

8 Warner, The Tide at Sunrise 81.




Wth mlitary manpower being in such short supply, it becane
MacArthur’s primary focus. He needed to convince the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) that the Marines were needed in Korea. “There can be no
demand for its potential use (the Marine Division) el sewhere that can
equal the urgency of the i mredi ate battle m ssion contenplated for it.”
2 The Joint Chiefs of Staff inmmediately responded with a query for nore
information on the division’s planned use and provi ded hope of arrival
of forces by wi nter.

Al t hough he did not nmention the Inchon operation directly,

MacArt hur responded to the JCS the next day (July 23, 1950) that his
pl an called for a m d-Septenber anphibious | anding of two division corps
in the rear of the eneny lines to destroy and envel op the eneny forces.
These forces would be joined by the Eighth Arny forces in the South. #
The JCS relented and the Marines were nmade avail able to MacArthur m d-
August .

The Inchon assault, later called OPERATI ON CHROM TE, called for an
anphi bi ous | anding by Marines at Inchon, alnost one hundred twenty niles
behi nd eneny lines and twenty-five mles from Seoul. By |anding at and
capturing Inchon, the forces could then seize the nearby air base at
Ki npo whi ch woul d enable the United Nations (UN) forces to | aunch an
attack to recapture Seoul. The UN forces would al so nove westward
across the peninsula fromtheir position in Pusan. This would appear as
a doubl e-envel opnment (pincer novenment) to crush the North Koreans from

the northwest at I nchon and fromthe southeast at Pusan. MacArt hur’s

¥ McCully, The McCully Report. The Russo-Japanese War 1904-05, 66.

2 MacArthur quoted in Robert DebsHeinl, Jr., Victory at High Tide: The Inchon-Seoul Campaign. (J. B. Lippincott Company: New
York, 1968), 23.

2 Heinl, 24.



pl an had four purposes: (1) strike at the rear of the North Korean
forces, (2) cut their supply lines to the south, (3) gain the political
advantage by |iberating Seoul, and (4) threaten the North Korean capital
of Pyongyang. ** MacArthur brought all of his experience and expertise
to bear on this undert aking.

“We shall land at Inchon and | shall crush them”?® MacArthur
believed in his own vision for OPERATI ON CHROM TE, and he knew he needed
support to make it work. He had to convince the JCS and his staffers
that his plan was feasible, but he would be facing an uphill battle with
the JCS fromthe beginning. JCS Chairman General Omar Bradley testified
in 1949 before the Armed Services committee: “|l predict that |arge-scale

anphi bi ous operations.wi |l never occur again.” *

Thi s phil osophy,
conbined with the philosophy of the Secretary of Defense, Louis Johnson,
who was determ ned to cut the “fat out of the Arnmed Forces” specifically
t he Navy and the Marine Corps, did not bode well for MacArthur. Johnson
stated that “There’s no reason for having a Navy and Marine Corps.We'|
never have any nore anphi bi ous operations. That does away with the
Marine Corps. And the Air Force can do anything the Navy can nowadays,
so that does away with the Navy.”

Despite the success of anphi bious operations during World War I1,
anphi bi ous operations during the late 1940s were not highly thought of
by Naval officers thenselves. There was a high percentage of officers

assigned to anphi bious billets who were passed over for pronotion. At

the time, no captain who headed the anphi bi ous warfare section of the

# Bernard K. Duffy and Ronald H. Carpenter, Douglas MacArthur. Warrior as Wordsmith, (Greenwood Press: Westport, 1997), 83.

% Duffy, 90.
# Duffy, 83.

 Secretary of Defense, Louis A. Johnson, quoted in Heinl, 6.



of fice of the Chief of Naval Operations was ever prompted to admiral.?®
The only other navy branch nore detested than anphi bi ous operati ons was
m ne warfare.

The Marine Corps was fighting for its existence and was
significantly depleted even before OPERATI ON CHROM TE was conceived. In
1950, the Fleet Marine Force had been cut fromits 1948 nunbers of
35,086 to 23,952 and the Navy's 362 anphi bious ships in comm ssion in
1947 (froma high in Wrld War 11 of 610) had been reduced to a total of
91. %" General MacArthur needed to convince the JCS that the anphibious
operation was essential to achieve victory.

MacArt hur nmade his plea to JCS via the Arny Chief of Staff. During
a visit to Tokyo by the Arny Chief of Staff, General J. Lawton Colli ns,
he and MacArthur di scussed Marine Corps requirements in OPERATI ON
CHROM TE. Collins was skeptical. H's concern was how t he Russi ans
woul d react. Would they use the conflict in Korea to march on the
Rhi ne? *® However, by the end of the visit, General Collins did change
his m nd and prom sed MacArt hur Marine support. JCS would foll ow
Col l'ins recommendations. MacArthur managed to convince the JCS that
OPERATI ON CHROM TE was feasible. He prevailed; his vision was accepted
by his seniors.

Under st andi ng that he needed not only JCS support but subordi nate
support, MacArthur had to find a way to convey his vision of success to
his men — those who woul d be | eading the task groups and | andi ng teamns.

He needed their “buy in” to his vision. MacAr t hur understood that his

% Heinl, 7.
Z Duffy, 84.

% Heinl, 20.



pl an was a distinctly Navy operation. Wthout the ships, Marine
anphi bi ous troops, and the Navy-Marine expertise, there would not be any
| anding at Inchon.?® 1t would forever remain a plan instead of an
actual event. Thus, he needed to convince Adm ral Forrest P. Shernman,
Chi ef of Naval Operations that OPERATI ON CHROM TE was worth the ganbl e.
He understood that the Navy-Marine planners | ooked at his plan with
skepticism “Those who know, or thought they knew, this conpl ex,
incisive, anbitious admral, had little doubt that he was deeply
concerned over the risks MacArthur seemed so bold to confront.”*

In | ate August, MacArthur net with the key planners for the
anphi bi ous | anding including the CNO, the Army Chief of Staff, all of
MacArthur’'s staff, and the admrals who woul d be | eading the task
groups. The briefers presented the audience with the details of the
operation: intelligence, tides, currents, channels, |landing craft, air
strikes. All points showed that the plan was not feasible. At the
conclusion of the brief, Vice Admral Janmes H Doyle, a veteran
anphi bi ous conmander and the future commander of the attack force, spoke
up and said to MacArthur: “If | were asked (about this |anding).the best

n 31

| can say is that Inchon is not inpossible. General Collins
countered that the assault on Inchon was too far in the rear of the
battl e area and woul d not have the desired i medi ate affect on the
enenmy. He did not believe that even if the | anding were successful,

that the |anding forces could continue south through Seoul to connect

with the UN forces noving northwest from Pusan.® MacArthur countered

% |bid,, 39
% |bid., 39.
% |bid., 40.

%2 MacArthur, 349.



their argunments with a stirring soliloquy noting that he understood
their concerns, worries, and frustrations, but he had confidence that
the plan would work and that it would change the course of the war.

“My confidence in the Navy is conplete, and in fact | seemto
have nore confidence in the Navy than the Navy has in itself. The
Navy’s rich experience in staging the numerous anphibi ous | andi ngs
under nmy conmmand in the Pacific during the late war, frequently
made under somewhat simlar difficulties, leaves me with little
doubt on that score.The prestige of the Western world hangs in the
bal ance..Make the wrong decision here — the fatal decision of

inertia — and we will be done. | can al nost hear the ticking of

t he second hand of destiny. W nust act now or we will die.”®
MacArthur’s ability to convey his vision was conpl ete. He had their
support.

Vi sion al one was not the sole reason for the success of the
anphi bi ous | anding. MacArthur’s bol dness and deci siveness in the face
of apparently insurnountable odds al so contributed to the positive

outcone of the operation. The sheer audacity of the plan | ends credence

to the fact that it was a stroke of pure brilliance and absol ute
bol dness — “a bold plan worthy of a master strategist.”?* He never
wavered from his objective: landing troops at Inchon to crush the

eneny’ s |ines of supply and conmuni cati on.

Landi ng at I nchon was believed to be an inpossibility. Two Naval
officers on Admral Doyle's staff summarized the conditions at Inchon:
(1) "We drew up a list of every natural and geographi c handicap -- and
I nchon had "emall;" and (2) "Make up a list of anphibious "don'ts,"” and
you have an exact description of the Inchon operation."®* Overcoming the

natural hesitancy and reluctance to tackle a m ssion under these

* Ibid., 350.
¥ Harry S. Truman as quoted in Heinl, 14.

% Heinl, 24.



conditions required decisivenss, finesse, stam na, and a cl ear sense of
direction and support fromthe operational |eader: MacArthur.

According to the anphi bious doctrine of the time, there were seven
criteria for a safe | andi ng area:

1. Ability of naval forces to support assault and foll ow up
operations

. Shel ter from unfavorable sea and weat her

Conpatibility of the beaches and their approaches with the size,

draft, and maneuverability of the landing craft

4. Water depth and bottom configuration

5. The extent of m nable water

6. Conditions which may affect the enenmy's ability to counter the

m ne clearing efforts of the attacking force
7. O fl oading shipping facilities and their inprovement.3®

w N

OPERATI ON CHROM TE woul d not be presenting a safe |anding area for
friendly forces. There would need to be "work arounds” if the plan were
to succeed.

| f the above |ist did not deter the planners, the fact that there
were nore obstacles that needed to be overcome caused nuch consternation
on the part of the staff. The tidal range at Inchon at 32 feet is the
second greatest in the world (only behind the 45-50 foot range of the
Bay of Fundy tides.) * The tides rush in to the bay causing turbul ent
eddi es and swift channel flow (3-8 knots) making safe navigation of
these waterways difficult. Once the tide ebbed, nmud flats and sal t pans
conbi ned with swanpy bottom | and renai ned. Additionally, the em nently
m nabl e approach to the channel left mniml roomfor maneuver or
turning of vessels.?®

The presence of |anding beaches is normally a prerequisite for any

anphi bi ous | anding. Inchon had none. All that was avail able were rocks

% |bid., 25.
5" Heinl, 25.

% Heinl, 25; Duffy, 84.



with some sand and nmud requiring the |anding force to scale nmakeshift
wooden | adders to breech the twelve to fourteen foot high seawalls. As
if that were not enough, the time of the high tide (1920 |ocal) only

al l owed the | anding troops twenty-seven m nutes of daylight to secure
the city “the size of Omha” before reinforcements could arrive at the
next high tide.*

Bol dness and deci siveness on the part of an operational commander
are essential. It took strength of character, force of personality, and
absol ute confidence on MacArthur’s part to propose a plan of this
audacity. However, due to the audacity and apparent “inpossibility” of
the task, the elenment of surprise, conbined with MacArthur's planned
deception for a feint |landing at Kunsan, becane the overwhel m ng factor
|l eading to the plan's eventual success. The North Korean forces coul d
not have anticipated such a bold stroke.

Despite MacArthur’s conviction, and his thinking that he had
conveyed his vision adequately, the JCS still had their doubts on
OPERATI ON CHROM TE's feasibility. On Septenmber 5, (D 10), they
requested a detail ed explanation of the |anding. McArthur boldly and
decisively replied that his plans did not change. “There is no question
inmy mnd as to the feasibility of the operation, and | regard its
chance of success as excellent. | go further and believe that it
represents the only hope of westing the initiative fromthe eneny and
t hereby presenting the opportunity for a decisive blow.l and all of ny
commanders and staff officers, w thout exception, are enthusiastic for

and confident of the success of the envel opi ng novenent.” *

¥ Duffy, 85.

“OHeinl, 64.



MacArthur’s relative seniority and anphi bi ous experience enpowered
himto propose his plan (he was an officer for 12 years before the JCS
Chai rman, General Bradl ey, was comm ssioned). He quickly offered
argunments for landing at Inchon instead of the safer, but |ess bold
alternative of |anding at Kunsan, a nore “hydrographically ideal site

farther south and closer to Wal ker at Pusan.”*

Kunsan woul d not bring
t he decisive victory MacArthur anticipated and would only delay their
victory. JCS concurred and acqui esced. MacArthur’s bold plan and
vi sion were accepted by the JCS.
MacArt hur knew t hat OPERATI ON CHROM TE woul d be a joint endeavor. *
From hi s extensive experience in the south Pacific canpaigns during
World War 11, he understood that the Navy-Marine Corps team when
conbined with the Arny, posed a form dable force any enenmy would fear.
Once the international, coalition el ement was added, the plan would be
even stronger. OPERATI ON CHROM TE was no exception. The only way the
operation woul d succeed would be to have all the forces work together to
achieve the mlitary objective for this landing and |iberation of Seoul.
Under MacArthur’s gui dance, Joint Task Force 7 was fornmed and | ed by
t he Commander Seventh Fleet, Vice Admral Struble. The invasion force
was responsi ble for transporting and supporting a Marine division, an
infantry division, a Marine air wing, and the requisite supporting
structure for this operation: 71,339 officers and nen of the Marine

Corps, Navy, Army, and Korean Marines.* Conplenenting this force was a

“! Duffy, 87.

“2 According to Robert Heinl, the Air Force was not a direct player in OPERATION CHROMITE but played avital role in supporting the
Eighth Army inPusan. This permitted the Navy and Marine air squadrons who were performing this duty to support the amphibious
assault. Superior Navy and Marine combat experience and formalized doctrine were two reasons that the Navy and Marines were used
to provide the air cover for the assault. Additionally, Admiral Struble may have been predisposed to being wary of Air Force support
due to his bad experience during the Normandy landings and the lack of promised Air Force cover at Omaha Beach.

“ Hdnl, 52.



fleet conprised of 230 U. S. Navy, Royal Navy, Royal Canadi an,
Australian, New Zeal and, ROK, French, and Japanese ships.*

Despite internal conflicts and disagreenents on the plan, the
essential elenents were agreed upon on Septenber 8 (D-7). The
controversial |anding occurring over two tides was worked out; the
conplicated plan for bringing the Marines ashore was finalized; and the
pl an for supporting fires including napal mstrikes on Wolm Do, air
strikes, rocket barrages, and ship gun support was resolved.*

MacArt hur’s decision in md-August finalized the joint and conbi ned

staff organizati on:

JO NT TASK FORCE SEVEN: VADM Arthur D. Struble

TASK FORCE 90: Attack force. RADM Doyle, USN

TASK FORCE 91: Bl ockade and Coveri ng Force: RADM Andrewes, RN

TASK FORCE 92: X Corps, MG Al nond, USA

TASK FORCE 99: Patrol and Reconnai ssance Force, RADM Henderson, USN

TASK FORCE 77: Fast Carrier Force, RADM Ewen, USN
TASK FORCE 79: Service Squadron, CAPT Austin, USN *®

These deci sions, coupled by his absolute confidence in the eventual
success of the plan, were proven to be correct. *“.The victory was not
won by any one nation or any one branch of the mlitary service. The
| nchon- Seoul operation was conducted jointly by the United States Arny,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps.”*

The eventual success of OPERATI ON CHROM TE set the stage for a
future role for anphi bious warfare. The U. S. Marine Corps and naval
aviation were no longer up for dismantling. The United States would

need to be prepared to engage the Comruni st eneny whenever and wherever

“ Ibid., 52.
* Ibid., 60.

“® Lynn Montross and Nicholas A. Canzona, U.S. Marine Operationsin Korea. 1950-1953. Volume II. The Inchon-Seoul Operation
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office 1955) 313.

7 Ibid., 297.



he appeared. Having a ready fleet and nobile Marine Corps woul d pose as

a strong deterrent to the advance of Comuni sm

No discussion of MacArthur’s brilliant operationd leadership in OPERATION CHROMITE would be
complete without acknowledging the subsequent conduct of his advance up the Korean peninsula. Despite the
overwhelming success of the Inchon landing and liberation of Seoul, MacArthur’ s further actions in the Korean theater
appear as contradictions to his superb operationa leadership during OPERATION CHROMITE. With “victory fever”
sweeping the nation after the success at Inchon, the nationd Strategic objective changed from status quo ante bellum to
unifying Korea. MacArthur’ s two-pronged gpproach up the peninsula (without sufficient logistica support) brought his
forces into contact with evidence of Chinese intervention that was erroneoudy and blatantly ignored by the operationd
leader. MacArthur’ s hubris and over-optimism caused him to under-estimate the Chinese reaction to hisforce. On 24
November, MacArthur launched a new offensive. On 25 November, dmost 400,000 Chinese troops began to push his
forcestoward aretreat. On 28 November, MacArthur faced an entirely different war —with the possibility of defest.
To extricate himsdlf from this catastrophe, he advocated the use of reinforcements, use of Kuomintang troops, air
assallts on Manchuria, anaval blockade, and the possible use of atomic weapons. ® This was not acceptable to
Washington, which was reluctant to further escdate the war by inviting Russan intervention and with it, setting the sage
for the opening offengves of World War 1. Hisintense public disagreement with the adminigiration’s handling of the
Korean War and the nationa strategic objectives caused his downfall. He was eventudly recdled by Presdent Truman
in April 1951 and retired from military service.

By his keen operational |eadership and by articulating a clear
vi sion, show ng unwavering bol dness, clear decisiveness, and a true
appreciation for jointness, MacArthur was directly responsible for the

success of OPERATION CHROM TE. These traits are as
gpplicable today asthey werein 1950. They are critica attributes for the twenty-first century joint operationa leader.
In the today’ s technologically oriented world, the future battles will sill bring together disparate groups with their own

experiences and persona biases and prgudices. The operationd leader will need to ensure that he is able to convey his



vison to his subordinates, peers, and seniors while acknowledging that there may be disagreement with hisplan. The
exceptional operationa leader is able to take those differences decisvely — and use them to unify his group —as
MacArthur did.

However, being decisive, bold and visonary, are fill not enough for the operationa leader of the twenty-first
century. He must be able to work in ajoint environment and go beyond the color of the uniform — he must dso think
“internationdly.” 1t isunlikely that the United States would engage an enemy in the twenty-first century without the
support of afdlow codition member. The twenty-first century joint warrior must be able to convey his vison across
different culturd boundaries while ensuring al opposing viewpoints are acknowledged. He must be truly “internationdly
joint.” The operationd leader who failsto gpply the lessons from higtory in today’ s joint environment will have little

chance of success in the twenty-first century.

“8 Smith, 69.
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